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Dear Sir: 

In response to the Examiner's Interview Summary mailed June 7, 2007, Applicant 
requests entry of the following remarks. 
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REMARKS 



A telephone interview was held on May 17, 2007 between the undersigned and Examiner 
Edwards. Applicant does not disagree that no agreement was reached as indicated in the 
Interview Summary mailed by the Examiner on June 7, 2007. However, Applicant finds it 
necessary to oiler the following points of clarification with respect to the Examiner's conclusion 
that "... no agreement could be reached with regard to the Mew Matter identif ied in the record." 
No agreement could be reached with respect to such an assertion because there is no outstanding 
new matter rejection. The inferential allegation of a new matter rejection of the pending claims 
has been previously addressed in the Pre-appeal Brief Conference Request filed February 2, 
2007. As stated in the Panel Decision mailed March 8, 2007, U A conference has been held. The 
rejection is withdrawn and a new Office action will be mailed;' Subsequent this holding, the 
only formal action received by the Office from the Examiner has been a Restriction Requirement 
issued March 20, 2007. During multiple telephone communications since, the Examiner has 
maintained a general allegation that the pending claims include new matter. Applicant's position 
has always been that there is no new matter rejection to which Applicant can respond. The 
record clearly evidences the Examiner's failure to identify the alleged "new matter" and clearly 
evidences the lack of a new matter rejection. 

During the interview. Applicant further requested that the Examiner clearly and concisely 
set forth in any subsequent action any and all objections/rejections the Examiner may have such 
that this matter may be allowed to proceed to a resolution. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Kirk L. Deheck 
Registration No. 55,782 
kid 7/iboylcfred.com 
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